girls and 15% of boys are victims of child sexual abuse (Briere & Elliott, 2003; Fergusson & Mullen, 1999) . Although sexual abuse cases are more commonly prosecuted than other types of child abuse and neglect (Bulkley, Nusbaum Feller, Stern, & Roe, 1996) , the vast majority of these and other cases of child abuse never lead to criminal prosecution of the offenders (Martone, Jaudes, & Cavins, 1996; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1992) . Prior to the mid-1980s, law enforcement or child protective services were responsible for investigating whether a child was abused. Often, personnel at these agencies had little training in either child development or in how to conduct sound forensic interviews (Martin, 1992) . The strength of any subsequent legal case, then, rested on the quality of the interviews conducted by these untrained personnel. However, there has been an increasing utilization of Child Advocacy and Child Abuse Assessment Centers as an intermediary step between the law enforcement investigation and legal proceedings.
The first Child Advocacy Center (CAC) was established in Alabama in 1985, and its main goal was to serve as a neutral agency advocating for the needs of abused children. By the early 21st century, there were nearly 500 centers throughout the United States (National Children's Alliance, 2000; . Child Abuse Assessment Centers (CAACs) have also subsequently been established. The primary difference between the two centers is the extent to which the focus is on support and advocacy for the child and the child's family (the goal of CACs) versus the evaluation of a child to determine whether abuse or neglect has occurred (the goal of CAACs). Both types of centers share similar purposes: to provide a safe, centralized facility where children suspected of being abused can be served by specially trained individuals and to provide support and resources to help children and their families cope with the aftereffects of the abuse . Staff at these centers work cooperatively with personnel from children's protective services (CPS) and law enforcement agencies so that there is a coordinated interagency effort on behalf of the child in advance of legal action (National Children's Alliance, 2000; Walsh et al., 2003) .
By having the child examined and interviewed in one setting, the hope is that the process minimizes additional stressors for the family of a child abuse victim already dealing with the trauma and stress of the abuse. Trained interviewers are utilized thus increasing the strength of any subsequent legal case. Furthermore, because the child's statements are typically videotaped, there is a reduced likelihood that the child must disclose the events of the abuse repeatedly to officials of different agencies such as law enforcement and CPS. In fact, representatives of these agencies are often present during the assessment, thus creating a multidisciplinary approach to child abuse assessment . Although CACs and CAACs may work closely with members of law enforcement or CPS, they are typically independent organizations, not affiliated with either of these agencies or with the District Attorney's (DA's) office.
Before discussing the purpose of the current study, the possible impact of CAAC evaluations on legal outcomes in child sexual abuse cases, it is first important to examine the research with regard to the prosecution of child abuse cases. Specifically, there have been two main lines of research, one investigating what factors lead some child abuse cases to be referred for prosecution whereas others are not referred and the other examining what child variables might affect legal outcomes in those cases that are referred for prosecution.
WHICH CHILD ABUSE CASES ARE REFERRED FOR PROSECUTION?
Various studies have sought to determine the factors that predict which child abuse cases are likely to be prosecuted. Tjaden and Thoennes (1992) examined 833 cases of child abuse substantiated by CPS and noted that only 4% of the cases had criminal filings. When cases were filed, they were most likely to be prosecuted when there was severe sexual abuse, if victims were girls, and if the victims were between the ages of 7 and 12 years old. Cross, De Vos, and Whitcomb (1994) examined which sexual abuse cases of children between the ages of 4 and 18 years were accepted for prosecution over a 1-year period in four urban jurisdictions. The researchers found that cases were more likely to be accepted for prosecution if the child was at least 7 years old and if there was increased severity of abuse. Lower acceptance rates occurred when the perpetrators were biological fathers or mothers' boyfriends compared to other perpetrator categories. More interesting, sole reliance on victim interviews correlated with a lessened probability that the case would be accepted for prosecution, and cases first disclosed to nonfamily members and that had shorter investigations were more likely to be accepted for prosecution. Stroud, Martens, and Barker (2000) sampled 1,043 cases of sexual abuse involving one child and one alleged offender and tracked the disposition of the cases over a 4-year period. Of these cases, 56% were traced to the DA's office; yet, over the time of the study, only 1% of the prosecutor's cases ever went to trial. Most of the cases forwarded to the DA's office were dismissed by the prosecutor assigned to the case, and most of the remaining cases were pled by the defendant. Those cases that were not dismissed involved child victims who were significantly older and were more likely to involve female rather than male victims. Cases involving preschool victims were the least likely to be referred for prosecution.
In general, the data suggest that the best predictors of whether a case will be referred for criminal prosecution is the age of the child, the sex of the child, and the severity of the abuse. There are consistent findings that suggest that cases involving preschool victims are least likely to be referred for prosecution, likely because of the perceived competencies of the child (Cross et al., 1994) . On the other hand, more severe abuse and having a female victim appear to increase the likelihood that the case will be accepted for prosecution.
WHAT ARE THE CHILD VARIABLES THAT CAN AFFECT LEGAL PROCEEDINGS IN CASES OF CHILD ABUSE?
outcomes in those cases that are prosecuted. For example, research has indicated that cases referred for prosecution are more likely to be tried if the child is older (Stroud et al., 2000) . Moreover, young children may not understand the role of the court as triers of fact and may not pass the competency exams that allow them to testify (Saywitz, Goodman, & Lyon, 2002) . This may thus affect the strength of any legal case.
There have been many issues related to the perceived competency of the child that may also affect legal outcomes in child abuse cases. One such issue is the concern regarding the child's susceptibility to contamination. The more children must relate the events of the abuse, the greater the likelihood of their statements becoming contaminated (Ceci & Bruck, 1995; Lanning, 2002) . Research has shown that limiting the number of times a child must relate the events of an abusive incident not only decreases the likelihood of contamination, important for subsequent legal proceedings, but may also decrease the child's stress regarding subsequent legal proceedings (Ghetti, Weede Alexander, & Goodman, 2002) . When there is not intragency coordination, child victims may be subjected to repeated questioning by representatives from multiple agencies including CPS, law enforcement, and the DA (Lanning, 2002) .
There has been a large amount of research addressing the child's suggestibility and memory and the implications for court proceedings. Some researchers have reported that children are fairly suggestible and thus may have constructive memory distortions when questioned about abuse (Ceci & Bruck, 1995) . Most have agreed that these difficulties are most common with preschool-age children and primarily when they are repeatedly asked misleading questions (Ceci & Bruck, 1995; Perry & Wrightsman, 1991; . There are data to suggest that when even young children are interviewed using open-ended questions designed to elicit free narratives of their abuse, they are able to provide accurate information about the abuse . When there are errors in recall, the most common difficulty is errors of omission; that is, children tend to omit information about the abuse rather than fabricate events that did not occur .
Moreover, there is evidence to indicate that there can be inconsistency in the reports of children across time (Fivush, Peterson, & Schwarzmueller, 2002) . What is remembered or reported by the child, although not necessarily contradictory, may be different at two points in time. This has ramifications for children's legal testimony as there is often a long latency between the occurrence of an abusive event, the first time a child is questioned about the event, and the time of the trial.
A final issue that may affect legal outcomes is the perceived credibility of the child witness (Fivush et al., 2002; Perry & Wrightsman, 1991) . For the child to be perceived as credible, the child must first be perceived as competent. However, a judgment that the child is competent to testify does not ensure that judges and jurors will perceive the child as credible (Perry & Wrightsman, 1991) . Witness credibility will be related to the issues of memory abilities and resistance to suggestibility already discussed. It will also be related to issues of language. As court proceedings in cases of child sexual abuse are often adversarial in nature (Faller, 2003) , attorneys may deliberately use language that is confusing to a child in the hope of raising doubts about the child's credibility. Sophisticated or confusing language may be difficult for the child to comprehend and may lead to a child providing inaccurate information (Wood & Garven, 2000) . This may be especially true of younger children and may have the effect of a child witness appearing not to be credible even if the child is able to provide accurate information about the event in question (Perry & Wrightsman, 1991) .
In sum, legal outcomes of child abuse cases seem to be largely related to the age of the victim. Younger children are often perceived to be less competent to recall pertinent information about the abuse, to be more susceptible to leading questioning, and to be more likely to have their statements contaminated by repeated questioning (Ceci & Bruck, 1995; . They are also more susceptible to suggestibility effects than are older children . Children, in general, may also be viewed as less credible witnesses than adults despite their competence to give accurate information (Perry & Wrightsman, 1991) .
THE POSSIBLE ROLE OF CHILD ABUSE ASSESSMENT CENTERS IN LEGAL OUTCOMES IN CHILD ABUSE CASES
There have been data suggesting that CACs and CAACs are helpful for families in the aftermath of child abuse . To our knowledge, no research has examined whether evaluating children at a CAC or CAAC can affect the outcomes in criminal prosecution of child abuse cases. However, it seems likely that there could be positive effects on legal proceedings, especially for younger children, in light of the issues previously discussed.
For example, because interviews are typically videotaped at CACs and CAACs, prosecutors in some jurisdictions can introduce into evidence the videotape, allowing jurors to judge for themselves the credibility of the child's statements. Eaton, Ball, and O'Callaghan (2001) utilized undergraduate students and acquaintances of the experimenters who served as mock jurors to examine the impact of using live versus recorded testimony in cases of child abuse. The participants were randomly assigned to one of three testimony presentation modes in a simulated sexual abuse trial involving an 11-year-old female witness: (a) live testimony in court, (b) videotaped testimony outside the courtroom, and (c) testimony given through a videolink set up in the courtroom. The results of the Eaton et al. (2001) study indicated that the child's live courtroom and videotaped testimony were perceived as more credible than the child's videolinked testimony, yet there was no significant difference between the court and videotaped testimony with regard to child witness credibility.
In addition, videotaping the interview of a child at the time of the initial disclosure can prevent concerns about the child's memory deteriorating by the time of the trial. For young children or children deemed by the court to be harmed by participating in the court procedures, the videotape may be used in lieu of the child's testimony (Eaton et al., 2001 ). Exceptions to the "confrontation clause" of the Sixth Amendment guaranteeing defendants the right to face witnesses against them vary by state but may be made if there is concern that the impact of testifying in court would be harmful or traumatizing to the child (Eaton et al., 2001; Veneziano & Veneziano, 1987) .
Because personnel at CAACs are trained in how to conduct sound forensic interviews of children, there is a reduced likelihood of the interviewer using suggestive or misleading questions than had the child been interviewed by untrained personnel. The intraagency coordination also reduces the probability of repeated interviewing thus reducing the possibility for contamination of the child's statement. Finally, utilizing a center assessment in cases of child abuse may be beneficial in legal proceedings because examiners and interviewers can testify under federal rules that allow for the introduction of information that might not be introduced otherwise.
Federal Rule of Evidence 702 allows specially trained and qualified individuals to comment on evidence in light of their specialized knowledge or training, thus serving as "expert witnesses" (Stern, 1997) . Moreover, Federal Rule of Evidence 703 enables these experts to offer opinions based on opinions provided by others, what is commonly referred to in legal arenas as "hearsay" (Stern, 1997) . Because of these rules of evidence, examiners and interviewers at CACs and CAACs have the opportunity to introduce and discuss the content of the child's statements; they can address issues of the child's credibility and plausible reasons for a lack of physical evidence if none exists. As physical evidence of child sexual abuse is rarely found (Finkel & DeJong, 1996; Myers, 1998) , it may be important to the legal proceedings for expert witnesses to address why this does not eliminate the possibility of abuse. Even if interpreters and examiners are never called to testify, the possibility that they could may affect both the likelihood that the prosecutors will go forward with a case and the subsequent plea entered by a defendant.
In light of the possible effect of CAACs on legal outcomes in cases of child abuse, the purpose of the current study was twofold. The first goal of the study was to determine whether children who are suspected of having been sexually abused who are evaluated at a CAAC have more favorable legal outcomes compared to children who are not evaluated at a CAAC. For each case referred to the DA's office, a decision can be made to file charges against an alleged offender or not to pursue legal action against that individual (referred to as a no-actioned case). This decision is typically made based on an assessment of the strength of the evidence against the suspected perpetrator. Our first set of hypotheses related to the decision regarding whether to file or no-action a case and the subsequent decisions regarding number of counts charged for filed cases. Specifically, it was posited that for children participating in a CAAC assessment, there would be (a) a greater probability of cases being filed by the DA versus no-actioned and (b) a greater number of criminal counts charged in filed cases. The second set of hypotheses relates to the outcomes to the perpetrators in filed cases. It was predicted that for those cases in which the child was seen at the CAAC, there would be (a) a greater likelihood of the defendant either pleading or being found guilty, (b) a greater likelihood of prison time versus probation for defendants found or pleading guilty, and (c) longer sentences for those found or pleading guilty compared to cases not seen at a CAAC. The final hypothesis was that, based on the research regarding how age affects prosecution and legal outcomes, the use of a CAAC will have beneficial legal effects particularly for preschool age children (4 to 6 years old) who are old enough to participate in an interview but whose cases do not typically lead to prosecution.
The second goal of the study involved exploration of variables that might mediate legal outcomes. There was an examination of the possible effect of perpetra-tor identity on legal outcomes and an evaluation of whether specific practices of a CAAC evaluation, such as issues related to diagnosis and the type of assessment conducted, might influence the legal outcome of cases. No specific hypotheses were generated with regard to these variables.
METHOD

Participants
All children suspected of having been sexually abused who were assessed at a CAAC in a moderatesized city in the Pacific Northwest between April 1999 and December 2001 (N = 319) were initially screened for inclusion in the current study. The primary ethnic background of these children was as follows: 66% White, 25% Hispanic, 4% Native American, 3% African American, and 2% Asian American. Of the sample, 13% were biracial.
From this sample of 319 children, we examined the cases that were forwarded to the DA's office for a filing decision and obtained data about these cases from the DA's office. We also obtained data from the DA's office regarding sexual abuse cases that were not seen at the CAAC. The decision regarding whether to refer a case to the CAAC directly or to the DA's office was made primarily by law enforcement agency personnel, and several law enforcement agencies had jurisdictions within the county. The largest of the law enforcement agencies in the county had more training in interviewing child victims of sexual abuse, and this agency was somewhat more likely to refer cases directly to the DA after conducting their own interview rather than referring the cases to the CAAC. Most other law enforcement agencies either had an equal likelihood of referring cases to the CAAC and DA or were more likely to refer cases to the CAAC.
When cases from the CAAC and DA (non-CAAC) samples were obtained, they were matched on two variables shown to have an influence on the legal disposition of the case: the age of the child and the relationship of the child to the alleged perpetrator (Cross et al., 1994) . Finally, we also attempted to match the samples as closely as possible on sex of the child.
To further ensure a comparable match, all children in the CAAC sample and the non-CAAC sample were suspected of having been sexually abused by a male perpetrator; research has shown that the overwhelming majority of sexual abuse offenders are men (Fergusson & Mullen, 1999) . In addition, cases involving multiple victims or multiple perpetrators were excluded; this practice had been utilized previously in other studies as well (e.g., Cross et al., 1994; Stroud et al., 2000) . By limiting our sample to cases involving single victims with single perpetrators and by matching on child's age and identity of the perpetrator, we hoped to minimize the likelihood that the two samples differed in severity of abuse. As a check for this, it was found that the two samples did not differ in the number of Rape I counts charged, one of the most serious of the Class A Felony charges that could be filed.
We could not match on ethnic background of the child as the DA's office did not have this information as part of their records. Given our matching criteria, the resulting sample included 50 children from the CAAC sample and 51 children from the non-CAAC group. There were initially 51 participants in each sample. However, in one CAAC case, the information regarding the case was inconsistent across the CAAC's and DA's office databases. Therefore, to avoid any errors, this case was subsequently dropped from the analyses. Table 1 presents comparative demographic data from children in each group including information on the age of the child, sex of the child, and the perpetrator's relationship to the victim. Children in the final sample ranged from 1 to 17 years old; the average age of the children in the CAAC group was 8.49 years (SD = 4.052 years), and the average age of the children in the non-CAAC group was 8.70 years (SD = 3.924 years); this was not statistically different, t(1) = .264, n.s. We divided our total sample into four age groups, 0 to 3 years, 4 to 6 years, 7 to 11 years, and 12 years and older. These age groups were then used in subsequent analyses. There were no significant differences in the numbers of children in each age group across the two samples, χ 2 (3) = 0.962, n.s. Refer to Table 1 for the numbers of children in each age group by sample.
The children were divided into these particular age groups for developmental, pragmatic, and legal reasons. Children younger than the age of 4 years are not typically interviewed at the CAAC given their less developed language and cognitive skills compared to older children. Children between the ages of 4 and 6 years old are able to participate in an interview but are very concrete in their thinking; thus it is often more difficult to obtain a clear narrative of the events regarding the abuse (Hewitt, 1999) . In addition, much of the research suggests that age 7 is a threshold differentiating cases that are and are not referred for prosecution (Cross et al., 1994) ; thus we wished to include a sample of children beginning at age 7. As children get older, they are able to provide more detailed information with fewer cues during an interview (Lamb, Sternberg, & Esplin, 2000) . Adolescents, however,
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There was a significant difference in the numbers of male and female children across the two samples. Both groups had a majority of girls; however, there were significantly more boys in the non-CAAC group compared to the CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 3.84, p < .05. There were 46 girls and 4 boys in the CAAC group compared to 39 girls and 11 boys in the non-CAAC group. Tjaden and Thoennes (1992) noted that cases involving female victims were more likely to be prosecuted in their study. These researchers attributed this to the increased likelihood of girls being sexually abused and the increased likelihood of sexual abuse cases being prosecuted. Stroud et al. (2000) , however, found that fewer cases involving male victims of sexual abuse were even referred for prosecution compared to cases involving female victims. The question regarding whether there was an effect of having an increased number of male adolescents in the non-CAAC group will be addressed in the Results section.
There were six types of perpetrators in the current study: (a) biological fathers, (b) stepfathers, (c) brothers, (d) mother's boyfriends, (e) other male relatives, and (f) male nonrelatives. Analyses indicated that the numbers of perpetrators in each category did not differ across the two groups χ 2 (5) = 1.769, n.s. There were 11 biological fathers, 4 stepfathers, 3 brothers, 8 mother's boyfriends, 10 other male relatives, and 14 male nonrelatives in the CAAC group; and there were 9 biological fathers, 4 stepfathers, 6 brothers, 7 mother's boyfriends, 8 other male relatives, and 17 male nonrelatives in the non-CAAC group.
Materials
CAAC database. This database includes all children seen at the CAAC and was used to obtain a list of possible participants in the study. All children seen at the CAAC between April 1999 and December 2001 were considered for inclusion in the study. Specific criteria for inclusion are listed in Participants section. The list of potential participants included each child's name, date of birth, evaluation date, and suspected offender age.
CAAC files. Information on each child who met criteria for inclusion in the study was obtained from the files on each child kept at the CAAC. The information that was utilized in the current study was taken from the Social History Questionnaire (CAAC internal document), completed by the parent or guardian of the child; the intake form, which included referral information; and the final report dictated following the child's evaluation at the CAAC.
DA's office case list. The DA's office had a list of case numbers for child abuse cases that were forwarded to them by law enforcement. This list was used to obtain participants from the non-CAAC sample. DA's office files. Information from the files that was reviewed included police reports, filing sheets, and case notes. Information obtained from these reviewed included (a) victim's name, age, and sex; (b) offender's sex; (c) the relationship of the offender to the victim; and (d) filing information.
Procedure
The office manager at the CAAC printed out a list of all children who were assessed between April 1999 and December 2001. Initially, all names on this list were then cross-referenced with the DA's office records to determine whether the child's case was referred to the DA's office. Because of the few numbers of physically abused, emotionally abused, and neglected children seen at the CAAC, only children who had been sexually abused were considered for inclusion in the study.
For all CAAC children who were sexually abused and whose name appeared in the DA's office records, information on these cases was pulled from the DA's office and combined on a data sheet created to track the information for the current study. To ensure that the reason for the DA referral was the same as the reason for the referral to the CAAC, the researchers reevaluated the files to ensure that the information obtained for each case applied to the relevant sexual abuse concern. Because of an outdated computer system in the DA's office, in some instances, the information appeared under the victim's name, whereas in other cases the information appeared under the offender's name. Therefore, offenders and victims were tracked in the DA's files to guarantee that we could obtain all relevant information on the case. A county information technology employee then created a list of case numbers for child abuse cases from April 1999 through December 2001. To sample across time, information from cases whose case numbers appeared on alternate pages was obtained. A subsample of the CAAC participants was created whose profiles included single victim, single offender, and sexual abuse cases, and the DA's office sample was matched as closely as possible to the CAAC group to obtain a comparison non-CAAC group. Given the variables most likely to affect legal outcomes, the samples were matched first on age of victim, then on relationship to offender, and finally, if possible, on sex of victim. All the data were coded by ID numbers, and no uniquely identifiable data was coded for any of the participants. The confidentiality of the participants was respected, and only group data are reported to protect the identity of the participants.
RESULTS
Chi-square (χ 2 ) analyses were calculated for all frequency data, two-sample t tests were utilized for continuous data when comparing differences between two groups or conditions, and ANOVAs were conducted when examining differences for more than two groups. The conventions of assuming that p < .05 met the level of significance and that p values > .05 and < .10 were "marginally" significant were used. For significant or marginally significant t-test or ANOVA results, effect sizes were computed. Two types of effects sizes are reported. Cohen's d is reported for t tests and can be interpreted as the standardized difference between the two group means in standard deviation units; η 2 is reported for t tests and ANOVAs and denotes the proportion of variance accounted for by the between groups factor.
Effect of Sample on Legal Outcomes
Overall, the DA's office filed charges in 57% of the cases in our total sample. Results indicated that when children were assessed at the CAAC, the DA's office was more likely to file charges against the alleged perpetrator than in cases in which children were not seen at the CAAC. Figure 1 illustrates that 76% of the cases seen at the CAAC had charges filed compared with 39% of the cases who were not seen at the CAAC, χ 2 (1) = 13.43, p < .001. Of the CAAC group cases, 37 were filed whereas 12 were no-actioned (there was no data available for one case); only 20 cases in the non-CAAC group were filed compared to 31 which were no-actioned. It should be noted that in 75% of the cases, the CAAC evaluation was completed before the filing decision was made; however, there was no significant difference in filing decision based on the timing of the CAAC evaluation.
Because of the increased number of boys in the non-CAAC group and because of previous findings suggesting that child abuse cases involving boys are less likely to be referred for prosecution (Stroud et al., 2000; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1992) , we wished to determine if having greater numbers of boys in the non-CAAC group created an artefactual group difference in the above analysis. We first attempted to determine if there was a Sex of Child × Group interaction with regard to the filing decision. There was no significant interaction. Next, we dropped the boys from the two samples and reanalyzed the data to see if our results would change. Our findings indicated that when girls only were considered, those assessed at the CAAC were still significantly more likely to have their cases filed with the DA's office rather than no-actioned. Of the cases in which the girls were seen at the CAAC, 78% had charges filed compared with 40% of cases in which the girls were not seen at the CAAC, χ 2 (1) = 10.355, p < .001. For girls assessed at the CAAC, 35 cases were filed and 10 no-actioned compared with 17 cases filed and 22 no-actioned if the girls were not assessed at the CAAC.
In examining the data for only the boys, there was no significant differences across groups for the numbers of cases filed or no-actioned; however, it should be noted that there were only 15 boys in the entire sample. There were two cases filed and two cases noactioned in the CAAC sample and three cases filed and eight cases no-actioned in the non-CAAC sample, χ 2 (1) = .682, n.s. There was no statistically significant difference in the numbers of cases filed or noactioned in the non-CAAC sample. Taken together, these findings suggest that the previous result regarding the decision over whether to file charges was not artefactual because of having greater numbers of boys in the non-CAAC group. In addition, it should be noted that there were no sex differences found for any of the remaining analyses.
In addition to a group effect for filing decision, there was also a significant group difference in the number of criminal abuse counts charged for those cases that were filed. Filed cases in which children were assessed at the CAAC had an average of 2.78 criminal counts charged against the defendant compared with filed cases in the non-CAAC group in which there was an average of 1.62 criminal counts charged, t(98) = 3.60, p < .001, d = .71, η 2 = .12. There were four classes of charges for those cases in which charges were filed: (a) Class A Felonies including specific charges of Sodomy I, Unlawful Sexual Penetration I, and Rape I; (b) Class B Felonies including specific charges of Sexual Abuse I, Unlawful Sexual Penetration II, Rape II, and Sodomy II; (c) Class C Felonies including specific charges of Rape III and Sexual Abuse II; and (d) Class A Misdemeanors including specific charges of Private Indecency and Sexual Abuse III. Table 2 presents the numbers of counts charged for each class for filed cases in both samples. Analyses indicated that there were similar patterns for the numbers of counts charged across groups for Rape I, Rape II, Sodomy II, Rape III, Sexual Abuse II, Private Indecency, and Sexual Abuse III. There were four counts charged for Unlawful Sexual Penetration II in the CAAC group but no counts charged in the non-CAAC group; statistical analyses could not be conducted because of the zero count in the non-CAAC group.
There were three specific crimes more likely to be charged in the CAAC group than in the non-CAAC group. There were 24 total counts charged for Sodomy I in the CAAC group compared to 8 counts charged in the non-CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 8.0, p < .01; there were 22 total counts charged for Unlawful Sexual Penetration I in the CAAC group compared to only 1 count charged in the non-CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 19.17, p < .001; and there were 73 total counts charged for Sexual Abuse I for the CAAC group compared to 54 counts charged in the non-CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 2.84, p < .10; this last finding was marginally significant. There were no other significant group differences in numbers of charges filed for any other type of sexual abuse crime.
Children were divided into one of the four age groups delineated previously, and analyses were conducted to determine whether there were differences in filing decision or number of counts charged for children of various ages across the two samples. For children between the ages of 4 and 6 years who were seen at the CAAC, 71% of the cases were filed, and 29% of the cases were no-actioned (10 cases filed and 4 cases were no-actioned). In the non-CAAC group, 25% of the cases for this age group were filed, and 75% of the cases were no-actioned (three cases filed and nine cases no-actioned). The difference between (1) = 5.57, p < .05.
A similar pattern was noted for children in the 12 years and older age group. Of the cases, 93% were filed, and 7% of the cases no-actioned for the CAAC group (14 cases filed and 1 case no-actioned) compared to 40% of the cases filed and 60% of the cases no-actioned (6 cases filed and 9 cases no-actioned) in the non-CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 9.6, p < .01. There were no significant differences across groups for children 3 years of age and younger (likely because of the small sample size) and no significant differences across groups for children between the ages of 7 and 11 years. Table 3 illustrates the data concerning filing decisions for the four age groups by sample.
A previous two-way ANOVA indicated that there was no significant interaction between age of the child and group with regard to the number of counts charged. As can be seen in Figure 2 , however, there were significant main effects for age on the number of counts charged for filed cases. For children younger than 3 years of age, an average of 1.64 counts were charged; for children between ages 4 and 6 years, an average of 1.58 counts were charged; for children between ages 7 and 11 years, an average of 2.68 counts were charged; and for children 12 years of age and older, an average of 2.41 counts were charged, F(3, 96) = 2.73, p < .05, η 2 = .08. Fisher's least significant difference post hoc tests were conducted to determine the reason for the significant F statistic. It was found that there were significantly more counts filed for children ages 7 to 11 years compared with children between ages 4 and 6 years (p < .05); there were marginally significantly more counts filed for children ages 7 to 11 years compared with those 3 years of age and younger (p < .10); and there were marginally significantly more counts charged for children 12 years of age and older compared with children between ages 4 and 6 years (p < .10).
There was not a statistically significant effect of group when comparing guilty verdicts (by pleading or by disposition) versus not guilty verdicts, χ 2 (1) = .015, n.s., for cases that were not dismissed. The majority of defendants were found or pled guilty in both the CAAC and non-CAAC groups, and this likely relates to the fact that cases that are filed are likely stronger cases or cases that the prosecutor feels are winnable. However, there was a significant difference in the numbers of defendants who pled guilty or were found guilty across the two groups. In the CAAC group, 56% (28) of the defendants pled or were found guilty compared with only 24% (12) of the defendants in the non-CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 6.40, p < .05. Figure 3 illustrates the findings with regard to verdict.
More interesting, of the defendants found guilty, 67% (8) of the defendants in the non-CAAC sample pled guilty whereas 33% (4) were found guilty at trial compared with 82% (23) of the defendants in the CAAC sample who pled guilty versus 18% (5) who were found guilty at trial. Although there was no significant difference between the number of defendants who pled versus were found guilty at trial in the non-CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 1.33, n.s., there were significantly more defendants in the CAAC group who opted to reach a plea agreement rather than face trial, χ 2 (1) = 11.57, p <.001. There was no significant effect of group when comparing sentence type (prison vs. probation) for filed cases whose defendants pled or were found guilty; Figure 4 depicts these data. The majority of defendants in both groups received prison time rather than probation, χ 2 (1) = .837, n.s. However, there was a marginally significant difference in the numbers of defendants who received probation in the two groups. Eight defendants in the CAAC group received probation compared with only two defendants in the non-CAAC group, χ 2 (1) = 3.60, p < .10. The greater numbers of defendants receiving probation in the CAAC group likely reflects the fact that more defendants were found guilty in this group compared to the non-CAAC group.
There was also no significant difference between the two groups with regard to sentence length. The average sentence length for those in the CAAC group was 137.82 months compared with 104.08 months for those in the non-CAAC group, t(39) = .897, n.s. More interesting, there was greater variability of sentence length for those in the CAAC group compared with the non-CAAC group. For defendants found or pleading guilty in the CAAC group, the sentences ranged from 6 months to 500 months (more than 40 years) whereas the sentences in the non-CAAC group ranged from 60 months (5 years) to 225 months (more than 18 years). The standard deviation for sentence length in the CAAC group was 130.632 months compared with 49.785 months for the non-CAAC group.
There were some interesting findings regarding legal outcomes depending on the relationship of the perpetrator to the child and whether the child was assessed at a CAAC. For children assessed at a CAAC whose suspected perpetrator was their biological father, there was an average of 2.64 counts charged compared with 1.22 counts charged against the child's biological father if the child had not been seen at a CAAC, t(18) = 2.52, p < .05, d = 1.13, η 2 = .26. A similar finding was noted for children whose suspected perpetrator was their stepfather. For children in the CAAC group, there was an average of 3.25 counts charged against the child's stepfather compared with 1.25 counts charged if the child was not seen at the 59. There were no significant group differences in number of counts charged for any of the other perpetrator categories.
Effect of CAAC Practices on Legal Outcomes
When children were assessed at the CAAC, they may participate in a complete assessment, an interview only, or a medical examination only. This determination is made based on whether a medical exam has been conducted previously (e.g., at an emergency room) or whether an interview has already been conducted (e.g., by law enforcement or CPS). Moreover, depending on the findings of the assessment, the child may be diagnosed as having been abused, as not having been abused, or an "unable to determine" diagnosis may be given. A final goal of the current study was to ascertain whether the type of assessment conducted and the diagnosis given affected the legal outcomes for those children assessed at the CAAC.
Because of the possible legal importance of having the child interviewed, assessments including interviews (either as part of a complete assessment or an interview only) were compared to medical examinations only in terms of whether cases were filed or noactioned, number of counts charged, and sentence length. Of the 50 cases in the CAAC sample, there were 34 cases that included interviews and 16 cases that involved medical exams only. Although there was no significant difference in number of cases filed versus no-actioned, nor in number of counts charged between these two groups, there was a marginally significant difference in sentence length for the 28 cases in which the defendant was found or pled guilty. The average sentence length for the perpetrators of the 16 children who had an interview as a component of their assessment was 177.06 months compared to an average sentence length of 85.5 months for the perpetrators of the 12 children who had medical examinations only, t(26) = 1.925, p < .10, d = .73, η 2 = .125. It should be noted that there was a great deal of variability, however, in the sentence lengths, especially for those cases in which the child had an interview.
Diagnosis also had an effect on legal outcomes. Cases in which children were diagnosed as having been abused were compared with those in which the examiner was unable to determine abuse. Cases in which the examiner diagnosed the child as not having been abused were not included in these analyses as these cases were ultimately not filed by the DA's office. More cases were filed by the DA's office when the examiner diagnosed the child as having been sexually abused compared to cases when the examiner was unable to determine whether the child had been abused, and this was marginally significant, χ 2 (1) = 3.391, p < .10. Thirty-one cases were filed and 6 cases were no-actioned if the child was diagnosed as having been sexually abused compared with 5 cases being filed and 4 cases being no-actioned if an "unable to determine" diagnosis was given. These findings are shown in Figure 5 . When a diagnosis of sexual abuse was made by the examiner, significantly more cases resulted in filing charges as opposed to their being no-actioned, χ (1) = .111, n.s. In addition, there were marginally significantly more counts charged if the child was diagnosed as having been abused. An average of 2.92 counts were charged if the child was diagnosed by the examiner as having been sexually abused compared with an average of 1.78 counts charged if an "unable to determine" diagnosis was given, t(45) = 1.855, p < .10, d = .68, η 2 = .99. There was no significant difference in sentence length as a function of diagnosis.
DISCUSSION
The findings of the current study suggest that the use of CAAC evaluations can have positive legal outcomes in sexual abuse cases. Four of our six hypotheses were supported: (a) More cases were filed when children were seen at the CAAC than if they were not assessed at a CAAC; (b) when cases were filed, more counts were charged if the children were seen at the CAAC than if they were not; (c) for filed cases, there were significantly more perpetrators in the CAAC group who pled or were found guilty compared with perpetrators in the non-CAAC group; and (d) more cases were filed for 4-to 6-year-old victims when they were seen at the CAAC compared to cases in which they were not seen at the CAAC.
A meta-analysis of studies examining rates of prosecution of child abuse cases was conducted by Cross, Walsh, Simone, and Jones (2003) . Cross et al. (2003) reviewed 13 studies for which rates of charging counts (i.e., making a decision to file) were reported for sexual abuse only and combined sexual and physical abuse cases. The average charging rate was 66% with the majority of the studies reporting charging rates between 48% and 76%. The overall filing rate obtained in the current study (57%) falls within this range and is consistent with previous studies. It is telling, therefore, that the filing rate obtained in the CAAC sample (76%) is at the upper end of this range whereas the filing rate obtained in the non-CAAC sample (39%) is actually below this range. Clearly, before sexual abuse perpetrators can receive legal consequences for their actions, a decision to file charges must be made by the prosecutors. Our results suggest that the use of a CAAC evaluation can increase this possibility.
We did not find differences in the likelihood of prison versus probation by sample or in sentence length across samples for filed cases. The former finding might be because offenders in both groups were more likely to receive prison sentences if found guilty, and the latter finding might relate to the extreme variability in sentence length, especially in the CAAC sample. The fact that there was greater variability in the sentence lengths of guilty defendants in the CAAC sample might be anticipated because of the increased filing rate in this sample and the fact that prosecutors might have accepted cases they might not have had the children not been evaluated at the CAAC (e.g., cases in which there is less severe abuse). However, even though there were no statistically significant findings regarding differences in average sentence length between the two groups, there was what could be described as a pragmatic difference in sentence length. Guilty perpetrators in the CAAC group received, on average, sentences of nearly 3 years longer than those in the non-CAAC group.
The CAAC's reputation and quality of assessment may explain the increased likelihood of cases being filed, the greater number of counts charged, and the increased likelihood of perpetrators being found or pleading guilty in the CAAC sample compared to the non-CAAC sample. Prosecutors may feel more confident in filing charges given evidence obtained through a CAAC assessment, and perpetrators may be more likely to be found guilty on the strength of the evidence obtained, which may be stronger for those cases seen at the CAAC . In addition, perpetrators in the CAAC group may have been more likely to plead guilty and reach a plea agreement rather than risk trial given the reputation of the CAAC or on the strength of the evidence. In fact, analyses confirmed that there were greater numbers of defendants pleading versus being found guilty in the CAAC group; yet there was no significant difference in the numbers of defendants pleading versus being found guilty in the non-CAAC group.
Given the consistent findings in the literature regarding the relationship between the age of the child and the likelihood of a child abuse case being referred for prosecution (Cross et al., 1994; Stroud et al., 2000) , our results indicate that the use of CAACs can be particularly important when cases involve preschool-age victims. There are many possible explanations for why more cases were filed for 4-to 6-year-olds when the children were seen at the CAAC. First, it is possible that the use of specially trained interviewers may have strengthened the prosecutor's case by limiting the use of leading or suggestive questioning. Thus, the child's statements were perceived as more accurate and credible (Perry & Wrightsman, 1991; . Second, because of the fact that the interview was videotaped and a report of the evaluation was written, both obtainable under subpoena, prosecutors could review the child's statements and determine the strength of their case based on the outcome of the CAAC assessment. Third, because interviewers and examiners would be able to testify about the child's statements (Stern, 1997) , the possibility that the child would not be the sole witness may have strengthened the case for the prosecution and increased the likelihood that defense attorneys may have advised their clients to reach a plea agreement rather than face trial. Finally, it may be that the reputation of the CAAC may have influenced the decision to file in those cases in which the child was diagnosed as having been sexually abused.
There were some specific practices at the CAAC that were related to legal outcomes. It was found that when a child's evaluation at the CAAC involved an interview, there was a marginally significant finding for guilty perpetrators to receive longer sentences. Guilty perpetrators in cases in which the child was interviewed received sentences, on average, of over 7½ years longer than perpetrators in cases in which the child only received a medical examination. The primary reasons why children seen at the CAAC do not have interviews are because they are too young (for those younger than 4 years) or they have been previously interviewed by law enforcement. It would be important for future research to tease apart the effects of the interview component of a CAAC evaluation on legal outcomes from the circumstances in which interviews take place.
Not all cases referred to the CAAC result in a diagnosis of abuse. This diagnosis is only made when the evaluating team is convinced of this diagnosis by the evidence obtained during their assessment of the child. For those cases in which a diagnosis of sexual abuse could be made, there were significantly more cases filed than no-actioned and marginally significantly more counts charged than in cases in which an "unable to determine" diagnosis was not made. The strong relationship between the DA's office and the CAAC may have allowed the prosecutors to pursue only cases in which they were confident that the child was, indeed, abused because of the fact that a diagnosis of abuse was made.
Besides data speaking to our six main hypotheses, there were other interesting findings obtained. More charges were filed for children in the 7-to 11-year-old and 12-year-old and older categories than in the younger age categories regardless of sample. This is consistent with the findings in the literature suggesting that age 7 is the "magic" age differentiating prosecutable from nonprosecutable cases (Cross et al., 1994) .
For children ages 12 years and older, they were more likely to have charges filed against their perpetrators compared to adolescents not seen at the CAAC. The reason for this finding may relate to the identity of the perpetrator for this age group. The two most frequent categories of perpetrators for this group was mother's boyfriend (n = 9) and male nonrelative (n = 8). Some adolescents abused by their mother's boyfriend may have been pressured not to cooperate in a CAAC assessment because of a financial dependence on the boyfriend or because of torn loyalty of the mother between her child and her boyfriend. Similarly, for those adolescents abused by a male nonrelative, they may have been less likely to cooperate if they viewed the relationship as consensual rather than abusive (Finnegan, 2004) . CAAC assessments may have only been scheduled with more cooperative victims, and this may partially account for differences between the two groups.
Other interesting findings included the fact that cases in which the suspected perpetrator was a biological father or stepfather had more counts charged if the child was seen at the CAAC than if the child was not seen there. Previous literature has shown that it is less likely for cases to be charged if the perpetrator is closely related to the victim (Stroud et al., 2000) . It may be the case that, as was found for 4-to 6-year-olds, the use of CAACs can have positive effects in those instances research has suggested are least likely to lead to criminal prosecution.
It has already been established that the utilization of CACs and CAACs can reduce the trauma to the child during the investigation of abuse following the child's disclosure . Our results suggest that these centers may also provide a benefit not originally intended: a more favorable legal outcome in child abuse cases. However, there are some limitations to our data that should be noted. Our sample sizes were moderate, included predominantly female victims, and only included cases of sexual abuse with single victims and single perpetrators. We were unable to match on ethnic background of the child thereby eliminating the ability to test for cultural factors that may have been related to legal outcomes in these cases. The data were obtained from one CAAC and one county DA's office; thus, the nature of the relationship between the CAAC and DA's office may not parallel relationships between these agencies in other communities, thus potentially limiting the generalizability of our findings.
Despite these limitations, our data are promising and suggest that future studies should be conducted to assess the impact of CAACs on legal outcomes in cases of child abuse. In addition to the replication of our findings with larger and more diverse samples, areas for further research should include (a) determining if these same findings would hold for other 
